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Abstract

In the course of increasing immigration many westsuntries are confronted with the challenge t#grating
growing immigrant populations. A prerequisite ohdpterm integration is educational success in thst h
country. As recent cross-national surveys show, es@wountries fare better than others when it conges t
educational equality between immigrants and nativethe majority of the countries, a significamtrpof young
immigrants is educationally poor, which means thair social integration is at risk. Previous exgaigons of
integration and education mainly focused on indigidresources, not on opportunities and restristibat arise
from the social structure of the host country.His tpaper, we combine educational sociology with gblitical
economy of the welfare state. We assess the irduef national institutions on individual educatbpoverty
of immigrants. Our results suggest that income uadity in the host country seems to increase thk af
educational poverty, whereas the size of the imamgpopulation reduces the individual risk. Redisition in
terms of social contributions protects immigrantsnf being educationally poor. If average achieventdn
natives is controlled for, the effect of redisttilom is no longer significant, suggesting that hjggrforming
countries are also countries with more redistriuti

I ntroduction

International migratory movements are a constityemt of human history. However, since
the end of the twentieth century, border crossingyation reached a new dimension. This is
not only a consequence of the new political wontdeo but also a side effect of ongoing
internationalisation processes. At the same timanymindustrialised countries face the
growing challenges of demographic changes. In a@enaintain sustainable social security
systems and economic prosperity, these countridshawe to rely on immigration — and a
successful social integration of immigrants. Sorwigdgration is to be understood as a process
of inclusion in the functional systems of the hestiety, most importantly the labour market.
A precondition of this central dimension of integpa is the availability or acquisition of
educational credentials. Hence, successful edutiattainment of immigrants and their
offspring in the educational systems of their hamintries serves as a long term indicator of
structural integration. However, research on ethedccational inequality has repeatedly
shown that immigrants in most countries lack behihdir native peers. The degree of
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inequality is quite pronounced in a number of caest for example, the OECD PISA study
2009 has shown that one third of young immigrant&ermany do not score higher than the
first proficiency level in reading, which is defih@seducational povertfSolga 2009) By
comparison, only 12 percent of native Germansifatl this category. Being educationally
poor at age 15 decreases the odds of followingylaenieducation track and increases the risk
of being unemployed in the future. From a sociepgst of view, educational poverty entails
substantial follow-up costs.

International comparative studies have shown lgehing gaps between natives and
immigrants vary across countries — even if rele¥aators such as social status and language
use are controlled for. German immigrants whosermiarhave completed lower secondary
education reached 411 points on the reading scal®ISA 2009, whereas Canadian
immigrants with the same level of parental educascored more than 70 points higher.
Hence, it is assumed that institutional factorstte country level shape learning and
integration processes. Due to substantial diffeesenmegarding the educational integration of
young immigrants across countries, we assume thdividual educational poverty
corresponds with specific features of nationaliingons and social structures. We believe
that educational poverty is an individual, but itogionally shaped feature (Hinz et al. 2004).
In our paper we aim at answering the question wimshtutions and structural features of
host countries influence educational success uréof young immigrants.

Our analysis links to sociological research deddi® the causes of internationally
varying integration outcomes and to hypotheses famtings of comparative welfare state
research. We analyse the contextual factors atdbatry level in two different dimensions:
egality anddiversity Egality refers to the degree of redistribution and incagaality in a
country, diversity comprises heterogeneity and size of the immigpamulation. We argue
that these societal dimensions influence educdtiomsestment decisions of immigrant
families. In the next section we summarise existiegearch on institutional effects on
education. Subsequently we describe our theoraeticalel based on the subjective expected
utility theory. In a next step we describe our Hate and methods and present some
descriptive results. We test our model with mwigleregressions that estimate the influence
of egality and diversity of host countries on tiek rof being educationally poor, controlled

for relevant factors at the household and scha@lle

Why do integration outcomes vary cross nationally? Theory and research

! This and the following figures are results of osemputations with PISA 2009 data.



Our analysis builds on two interdisciplinary fieldé research. First, we draw on research
approaches and findings from the field of rathecrovoriented sociological comparative
research on educational attainment of immigrantsoBd, we refer to comparative political
economy approaches that examine the interactioweeet immigration and welfare state
institutions. Research in the first field has beeomore elaborated with the availability of
large scale educational assessments such as TIMASRnd PISA. Results of these studies
as well as further scientific research have shdvan there are significant differences between
countries with regard to educational achievemenofiigrants (Buchmann & Parrado 2006;
Stanat & Christensen 2006). Empirical findings sagidhat these differences are not only due
to a more favourable composition of immigrant pagiohs (Marks 2005; Schnepf 2007). In
many countries, for example France, the Netherlamtk Switzerland, immigrants perform
significantly worse than natives, even when language and socioeconomic status are
controlled for (Schnepf 2007: 544). Furthermordfedent studies suggest the existence of
distinct patterns: immigrants in English speakiog@ries perform better in relation to their
native peers than in most continental European taesn(Entorf & Minoiu 2004). A first
approach in order to explain the residual effectsinamigrant status on educational
achievement was to link patterns of ethnic eduoaticnequality with existing typologies of
immigration or integration regimes. It has beenuassd that traditions of immigration or
incorporation are likely to shape ethnic inequakity well. Some studies could show that
“exclusionary regimes” produce the most pronouneadning gaps between immigrants and
natives whereas “inclusionary regimes” seem to bstrauccessful in integrating immigrants
at school (Buchmann & Parrado 2006: 347). Althougbse findings contribute to our
understanding of interactions between institutiand integration processes, they could not
clarify which institutions actually play what kiraf role in immigrant integration. As most of
the former empirical models measured institutistalctures by including dummy variables
indicating specific countries or group of countrie® do not gain insight about the
mechanism that creates the observed effects oftitesinOne solution for this shortcoming
are multilevel models that include measured charatics of countries as independent
variables. Levels, Dronkers and Kraaykamp (2008)lie@ such a multilevel regression
design and could show that traditional immigratemuntries do not have a significant effect
on mathematical achievement of immigrants if indiaal characteristics as well as features of
the immigrant community and their origin countriegere controlled for — thereby

contradicting findings of previous findings. Thegd that the average socioeconomic capital



and the size of the ethnic community have pos#iffects on the educational achievement of
immigrants. But still the independent variable diteonal immigration country” remains a
proxy variable that does not capture the actudltin®nal characteristics of the respective
countries.

We build upon these findings but enhance our petsme by referring to research that
analyses the complex interplay between processasmigration and integration welfare
state institutions. The repercussions of ongoingignation for the sustainability of social
security systems have been intensively discusseg she 1990ies (Bommes & Geddes 2000;
Boeri, Hanson & McCormick 2002; Banting & KymlicR®06). This field of research can be
broadly divided into two streams: one that treheswelfare states as an independent variable
shaping immigration and integration processes aothar one that sees the welfare state and
its sustainability as dependent on immigration amegration. The first perspective that
focuses on the influence of welfare statesromigration processes became prominent with
the “welfare magnets” hypotheses (Borjas 1990).eBasn human capital theory this
approach states that strong welfare states teradtract less qualified immigrants who are
more likely to depend on welfare. This model thgsumes that migration decisions are
mainly determined by expectations of the possilsleoine in the destination country.
Immigrants are positively selected if the degreeimmfome inequality in the destination
country is higher than in the origin country (Barji994: 1689). This assumption neglects the
impact of institutional constraints such as immiignma regulations as well as considerations
about the meaning of networks for migration decisigNannestad 2007: 516). Empirical
evidence regarding the welfare magnets thesisrgs faixed (ibid. 519).

Building upon the welfare magnets hypothesis, &ation between welfare state institutions
and integration processes has mainly been discussed from a mawrdh perspective.
Welfare states with a high degree of redistributadways encourage free riders, among
immigrants as well as among natives. However, tlesgects of generous social security
might reduce incentives for immigrants to investhair integration. Koopmans (2010) points
out that immigrants in welfare states with stroegcdmmodification have lower incentives to
invest in their human capital (e.g. through langubesgarning) as the coercion to participate in
the labour market is lower. Furthermore, the re@tieprivation that results from being on
welfare might be lower for immigrants than for na since immigrants refer to the situation
in their origin countries whereas natives compaith wther natives. According to this
assumption one would expect bigger problems ofctiral integration in strong welfare

states. Indeed, empirical research has shownahatit market participation of immigrants is



higher in liberal welfare regimes with flexible @lr market regulation (Kogan 2006). On the
other hand there is evidence that labour markegnation does not prevent immigrants from
poverty and deprivation. Accordingly, immigrantg detter-off in strong welfare states if one
considers poverty rates and the availability ofa@atghts (Morissens & Sainsbury 2005).
Most liberal welfare regimes have a long traditiohimmigration, as such they exhibit
efficient institutions that regulate immigrationjtithey also often pursue a policy lafssez
faire when it comes to integration. As a consequenes, émcourage segregation and compel
reliance on family structures, thereby increasing probability of segmented assimilation
outcomes.

It thus remains an open question which form of arelfstate fosters the structural assimilation
of immigrants and maintains societal integratiorthia long run. In addition, there is not yet
enough empirical evidence regarding the effectnstitutions on different dimensions of
individual integration. Previous empirical reseafobusing on the relation between welfare
states and immigration and integration mainly celen aggregated data (Morissens and
Sainsbury 2005). With this kind of research desigs not possible to distinguish the effects
of single institutions. Thus, one can not tell g unemployment rates in strong de-
commodifying welfare states were a result of negaselection at immigrationwglfare
magnet¥ or of unfavourable incentives for assimilationafal hazarg.

In addition, previous research neglected the egpeds of the second generation, which
would allow a long-term perspective on integratibastly, most of the studies that have been
conducted so far did not explicate the individuaéctmanisms that lead to measured
integration outcomes at the macro level. Therefare,aim at developing a macro-micro
model by arguing that egalitarian welfare regimesvjgle better opportunities for immigrant
families to invest in their children’s educatiors tihe prospects of intergenerational social
mobility are perceived as relatively high. We wellaborate on this argument in the next

section as it serves as the basis of our empaitalyses.

An explanation of integration processes and educational decisions

Educational poverty of immigrants can be conceiasda special case of individual social
integration. In order to explain immigrant integoat we draw on the model of
intergenerational integration as developed by Hartisser (2006, 2008). This approach
serves as a valuabdtarting point for our theoretical analyses agavmes a synthesis of the

most important theoretical accounts of immigrariegnation, namely classical assimilation



(Park 1950), segmented assimilation (Portes & Zh®83; Portes & Raumbaut 2001) and
new assimilation (Alba & Nee 1997, 2003).

The model takes a subjective expected utility (SRe&fspective and assumes that immigrants
decide whether to orient their action towards #eeiving context (rc-option) or towards the
ethnic community (ec-option). These (rc- or ec4ueel) actions can be conceived of as
investments in the production of desirable goals gmods (Esser 2008: 88). As opposed to
natives, first and second generation immigrantsroface the situation that relevant strategic
resources for the production of their goals havenb#evaluated as a result of the migration
process. As a consequence, these resources (e.gosh country language or educational
credentials) have to be reconstituted (e.g. throlagiguage learning) before they can be
deployed for their part in the investment procéss.empirical analyses show (Esser 2006),
these re-investments in host country specific resgsudo not necessarily occur, i.e. under
certain (contextual) circumstances immigrants remairriented towards their ethnic
community. The retention of the ec-option is esalgcilikely in countries that exhibit
pronounced ethnic seclusion. Ethnic seclusionsbeanonceived of as limited opportunities
such as restricted access to housing or labouretsafar immigrants.

Theories on assimilation and ethnic stratificatibns have to explain why immigrants chose
either the rc- or the ec-option, thereby creatirffgieent structural integration outcomes at the
macro level. The model of intergenerational intigraassumes that immigrants will tend
towards the receiving context (e.g. invest in laaggilearning) if the subjective evaluation of
the utility that arises from the benefit of the éstment (e.g. income) weighted with the
probability of success, outweighs the costs anditiigy of the status quo (ethnic retention).
The benefits of both alternatives (ec- or rc-optidhe probabilities of their success and the
costs depend on the respective empirical conditionghe receiving country, the ethnic
community and on the available individual resour¢Esser 2008: 89). Thesmarginal
conditionsthat structure individual expectations and evahngt have been neglected in many
empirical accounts as the main focus was directadlatds individual resources and
ambitions. The segmented assimilation theory wasngmthe first to recognise the
importance of the receiving context for the prothrctof different integration outcomés.
Esser’'s model of intergenerational integration dsiiipon this approach. Particularly, ethnic

diversity in the host county and the size of thenigrant population are considered to serve

2 The theory of segmented assimilation conceivemkamlitical and societal conditions (,contexts o
reception”) in relation with individual immigratioexperiences as decisive for the respective mode of
incorporation and the chosen path of assimilattam.instance, government policy towards an immiggraup
can be receptive, indifferent or hostile. Likewi® attitudes of the host society can be freeejuplice or
shaped by social distance (Portes & Borocz 198&eB& Rumbaut 1990:91).



as crucial marginal conditions for integration. @wies with a traditionally low ethnic
diversity are expected to produce ethnic seclusisimece homogeneous immigrant groups
enable political mobilisation and institutional coletion (Breton 1964). Additionally, bigger
ethnic groups make contacts with natives lessylikeld might be an impediment for language
learning or labour market access (Esser 2008: 89).

Educational success — or in the case of educatippakrty — educational failure of
immigrants can now be conceived of as a resulbhdiidual assimilative decisions. Thus we
have to explain the individual investment decisiongducation. The sociology of education
developed formal models that allow an analytic nstauction of these investment decisions
(Boudon 1974: 29f, Becker 1993; Breen & Goldthof@®7; Esser 1999: 266-275; Becker
2000). These models take into account the expgetdzhbility of an amortisation of the costs
and the expected benefit of education. Recentlgp ahstitutional and socio structural
characteristics of destination countries have betyrated into the analyses of immigrant’s
educational attainment (Levels, Dronkers & Kraaypa2®08: 883). It is assumed, that the
expected benefits and probabilities of amortisatbimmigrants and their offspring depend
on institutions and social structures of host coast The social security system is one part of
this relevant host country structure. It is not giefar in which way welfare state institutions
influence educational investment decisions. Thesgpeots welfare benefits without labour
market participation may influence the immigran¢galuation of the costless and secure
status quo (ethnic retention). Strong welfare stare likely to foster external social closure,
if labour market regulation (e.g. protection fronsrdissal) or high non-wage labour costs
decrease incentives for employers to hire “riskyipboyees such as immigrants.

But how is the situation for first generation immagts who decide about investments into
their children’s education? Building upon the moaélintergenerational integration, we
consider two alternatives:sf represents the decision of non-investment intoeireng
context resources, e.g. a retention of the status dn” depicts the decision for an
educational investment, for example the aim toheacertain degree (Esser 2006: 40). The
selection of one of these alternatives can be fllyreapressed in the logic of the subjective
expected utility theory. We divide the expectedoatality of success (e.g. the amortisation of
the investment decision) into two parts: on the bard there is a subjective probability to
acquire the aspired degreedpg@reg], on the other hand there is a subjective prditpalo
deploy this degree in order to reach a certaiust@.g. to accomplish upward social mobility

[p(mobility)]). This differentiation has not been consideredss.

EU(s9=U(sq) (1)



EU(in)=p(in)U(in)+(1-p(n))U(sq-C(in) 2)
whereby: piQ)=p(degregp(mobility) (3)

From an immigrant’'s perspective, the expectedtutdif the status quo in equation (1) is
known and securéThe expected utility of the investment decisioeduation (2) is insecure,
since the individual does not know with certaintythe educational investment will be
amortised through the acquisition of the aimed eegfpfegred] and through the
achievement of an adequate social positiomfygility)]. Thus, we assume that the probability
weight of the benefit in equation (2) consists wbtcomponents that are multiplicatively
combined. According to this, p(in)=0 if eitherdegreé or p(mobility) equals zero. Thus, the
subjective expected probability of the investmeuirsortisation is low if either the chances
for the acquisition of the aimed degreedggre@] are low or if the likelihood of upward
mobility through educational credentialsripgbility)] is low.

Drawing on this assumption we can derive hypothedmsut the impact of welfare state
institutions on the production of educational paoyefmhese hypotheses are mainly directed
towards the parameter p(in): liberal welfare statéh an unequal social structure provide
attractive positions at the upper end of the incatis¢ribution. However, the likelihood of
acquiring these positions is relatively small, esqléy if they are occupied by natives. By
contrast, the probability of realising upward sbambility is higher in welfare regimes with
a more equal social structure and a high degraeds$tribution where insecurity about an
amortisation of the educational investment is lower other words: the likelihood of a
maximised benefit by reaching a top-position mightreduced in egalitarian regimes, but the
chances of an upward mobility for the second geimerare expected to be markedly higher.
If the investment fails, immigrants in strong wedfatates are less dependent on the solidarity
of the ethnic community, thus the likelihood of mthclosures and self-segregation is lower.
If immigrants in liberal welfare states neglectithethnic ties by focusing on the acquisition
of receiving context capital they are threatenednayginalisation if the risk of a failure of the
investment is high. Further, it can be assumed thatcomprehensive public education
systems in strong welfare states along with thesgwots of being secured by welfare
institutions will increase the likelihood to choode educational investment, especially for
lower status immigrant groups. This assumption dpaek to findings of educational research
that have shown that families with lower socialistaoverestimate the cost parameter while
underestimating the possible benefits of educatigoudon 1974; Erikson & Jonsson 1996;

3 As a simplification we also assume full informatifr the utility of the status quo in the future.



Becker 2000). By contrast, the chances of an asation of the receiving context investment
is lower in weak welfare states with strong inequaince p@egre¢ as well as ptobility)

are lower under these conditions. Why should algxasvestment be undertaken if the
chances of educational success and the likelihoagdch a higher status position are low?
Under these circumstances, immigrants are likelprifer the alternative that has a lower
benefit but is secure and costless — which is eétention of the ethnic option (sq). Since this
orientation towards the ethnic community inhibite tacquisition of a cultural assimilation,
the risk of educational poverty is higher. In castrto moral hazard assumptions we thus
assume a lower risk of educational poverty for sdcgeneration immigrants in countries

with high re-distributionégality) and diversified ethnic communitiedigersity).

Data and Methods

In order to test our hypotheses empirically we d@wdata from the OECD PISA 2009
study. This survey is especially suited for oureesh question since it comprises about
47,000 immigrants in more than 60 countries. PI®&ks to measure competences of 15
years old students in order to assess their cagmdta face the challenges of contemporary
knowledge-based economies. The assessment focuseshree dimensions: reading,
mathematics and science. Competence is measuned csitinuous scaleésand so-called
“proficiency levels”. Performing on a given profcicy level corresponds to the capability of
solving tasks with a certain difficulty. If a stutdereaches a certain level, he is able to solve
more than 50 percent of tasks that correspondisdetiel as well as tasks that correspond to
lower levels. Reading competence is divided in fiveficiency levels in PISA. Students that
do not reach the first proficiency level in readiage not able to develop the most basic
reading competencies - they are “functionally eligte”. Students that reach the first
proficiency level are capable of completing onlg tleast complex reading tasks in PISA,
such as locating a single piece of informationntdging the main theme of a text or making
a simple connection with everyday knowledge. Thaly acquired the most basic reading
competencies and thus have to be considered asdgoially poor” if one considers the
requirements for successful labour market partimpain modern societies (Solga 2009:
400). Thus, our dependent variable “educationalepyV is a dummy variable for students

who do not reach the second proficiency level (Lreational poor).

* Programme fiir International Student Assessment
® The competence scales are standardised to a &80 points (OECD average), the standard deviasion
100.



We measureliversityof host countries with two variables: the shar@whigrant§ as well as
the degree of heterogeneity within the immigranpyation regarding size and quantity of
different ethnic communitiésin order to capture the impact of welfare statiiutions and
social structureggality) we draw on the gini index of income inequalitydam the amount of
social contributions as a measure of re-distriniti®ve further include a dummy variable
that indicates if a country pursues a policy tlesks to increase immigration since we expect
that these countries provide advantageous integratbnditions. As a means to control for
general “level effects” of an education system ae further models that included the share of
educationally poor natives, the mean reading socbretives as well as the range of reading
achievemeritand the gross domestic product of a country.

In order to isolate the context effects at the ¢tgulevel we control for a number of relevant
characteristics of the household and school |eMetse are a dummy variable to distinguish
the second generation from first generation imnmtggl=second), a dummy variable for
gender (1=girl), the PISA index of economic, socald cultural status (ESC8)and a
dummy variable indicating foreign language use @hé. We expect better outcomes (e.g.
lower odds of being educationally poor) for theas®t generation, lower risks of educational
poverty for higher status students and a high&raieing educationally poor for those who
mainly speak a foreign language at home.

At the school level we control for private scho@lsprivate), the autonomy of the schools
regarding the recruitment of teaching staff (1=aotoous), the location of the school
(1=large city), the share of immigrants at schabg average socioeconomic status of the
school and the range of reading scores at the soheasured as the difference between the
fifth and ninety-fifth percentile (the latter thréave been aggregated from student data). We
expect better outcomes for private and autonomolisads since these features are supposed
to lead to better teaching conditions due to marapetition and higher flexibility and more
funding. The share of immigrants at school shodtdhave a significant effect as long as the
average socio-economic status and the averagevaomémt level are controlled for —

otherwise this would be a hint for discriminatianother impeding factors.

® United Populations Division, International MigraBtbck 2008, http://esa.un.org/migration/index.asp@l=1

" We calculated an index that measures the sumeafghared proportions of immigrant groups (Herfiida
Index). The database comprised the proportionailegafor the 10 biggest immigrant groups in a cquntr
Source: Global Migrant Origin Database:
http://www.migrationdrc.org/research/typesofmigoafiglobal_migrant_origin_database.html

8 Both inditators from World Bank World Developméntlicators:
http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do?Step=2&&DisplayAggregation=N&SdmxSupported=Y&CNO
=2&SET_BRANDING=YES

° The range of reading achievement is defined adifference between the 9&nd %' percentile of the reading
score distribution.

10 http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?1D=5401
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Our research question is directed towards the teffiécountry characteristics on student
performance, controlled for characteristics of shedent’'s families and schools. This entails,
that we are examining nested data: students atechesschools that are nested in countries.
This data structure requires techniques that ad¢comurthe fact that students in schools and
schools in countries might resemble each othernimgahat the individual or school related
error terms of a regression model might be corelaMultilevel regression techniques are
able to rule out this circumstance, thereby allgwvfor an account of contextual effects
(Snijders & Bosker 1999; Goldstein 2003; Luke 2008j)nce our dependent variable is
dichotomous, we apply logistic hierarchical regi@ss using the software package MLwiN.
All variables are centred around their grand meahaases with missing values on any of our
variables were excluded from the analyses. The RI&Agn entails varying case numbers at
the country level, which involves a standardisatiérihe final student weight The models
were set up for all five plausible valdés

The model can be depicted as follows:
logit(Education& _ poverty ¢y = 5, + BX; @)

IBOjk = By + YW +YZy + Vg + U

whereX represents the independent variables at the dtielest, W the independent variables
at the school level and the independent variables at the country levek Shbscripti
denotes studentsschools and countries.

In logistic models, the residual variance at thedst level is fixed ta/3. Including a further
covariate xwill influence the vector of coefficients even if x andx are uncorrelated (Mood
2010). This impedes the comparability of effectsMeen nested models. Therefore, we will
restrict the interpretation of the effects to th&gnificance instead of explicitly comparing
their change across different models.

Table 1 gives an overview about the variables hed tistributions.

Table 1: Variables and distributions

Minimum  Maximum Mean* Standard Frequency
deviation (Dummy=1)
Student and household, N=23,968
Educational poor 0 1 .288 6,905
Second Generation 0 1 .530 12,704
Index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS -6.036 3.534 -.267 1.064

1 See http://www.oecd.org/datacecd/59/32/39730315qpdhe derivation of the adjusted individual whiing
variable.

12 The threshold for the second proficiency leveldading corresponds to 407.47 points on the reastialp
(PV1READ to PV5READ). Thus, our dependent varialslesfive dummy variables that indicate if the stttk
plausible values are below this threshold.
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Foreign language use 473 11,349
Girl .505 12,107
Origin 7,454

Western Europe .086 643
Middle East & Maghreb .180 1,342
India, Pakistan, Afghanistan .015 117
Eastern Europe .018 138
Caribbean .001 13
USA .004 35
Africa (Sub-Sahara) .055 416
Former Sovjet Union 193 1,440
Former Yugoslavia 212 1,587
South America .032 241
South-East Asia, China .008 63
Southern Europe .190 1,419
School, N=6,138

Private school 141 3,383
Staff autonomy .739 17,713
Location: large city 462 11,075
Share of immigrants .322

Range of reading scores 246.998

Mean ESCS -.042

Country, N=38

Gini index 34.13

Social contributions 27.925

Share of immigrants 17.837

Homogeneity of immigrant community 111

Immigration policy: raise .251 6,030
Mean of reading score (natives) 4896

Share of educational poor natives .176

Range of reading scores 307.092

GDP per capita (in 1,000 US$) 40.173

!Mean values and frequencies for the school andtoplevel are based on the absolute (e.g. studerBxample: 3,383 students out of 23,
968 students go to private schools, NOT 3,383 6@, 1838 schools are private schools. Mean valuesfigin variables are based on the
smaller sample of students with information on iorigexample: 8,6 percent of all students with arigiformation are from Western Europe.

It is striking that almost one third of all immigits have to be considered as being
educationally poor. Only in one quarter of all ctrigs less than 20 percent of immigrants fall
into this category (see figure 1). The share ofcatanally poor immigrants varies between
11 percent in Canada and 90 percent in ColombiauAbne half of our sample belongs to
the second immigrant generation (born in countryest with foreign born parents). Almost
50 percent of all immigrants in our sample mairpgak a foreign language and 50 percent
are girls. 14 percent of our sample goe to prigateols, and 73 percent are on a school with
autonomy in staffing. The average share of immiggranschools is 32 percent.
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Share of immigrants below level 2
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At the country level, the gini index varies from #b Sweden to 58 in Colombia. Social
contributions vary from 0.3 percent to 57 in Gergnarhe share of immigrants is smallest in
Colombia (0.2 percent) and largest in Jordan wifmoat 50 percent. Norway has an
immigrant population that is the most diverse wherBulgaria has an almost homogeneous
immigrant community. Argentina, Canada, Finlandaét and Sweden seek to increase
immigration. Argentina is the country where natiyeEsform worst, whereas Finland is the
highest performing country in our sample. Jordathes country with the smallest GDP, by

contrast Luxembourg has the highest productivityhsad.

Results

As a descriptive approach we plotted the relatigndbetween the dependent variable
“educational poverty” (aggregated at the countmeleand the macro indicators of egality
and diversity. We see that our hypotheses on ggedih be confirmed in this bivariate
approach. The higher the income inequality in antgu the higher seems to be the degree of
educational inequality (measured as the share otatmnally poor immigrants, Pearsons
r=0.65). By contrast, the higher the social conititns, the lower is the degree of educational

poverty among immigrants (r=-0.36).

Figure 2a/b: Relationship between educational povér and egality
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If we look at the diversity dimension we see théigger immigrant community seems to go
in hand with lower educational poverty among immaigs (r=-0.34). However, the
relationship between homogeneity of the immigraspusation and immigrant’s educational

poverty is not so clear.

Figure 3a/b: Relationship between immigrant’s educional poverty and diversity
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How does this picture change if we analyse educatipoverty at the individual level,
thereby controlling for composition effects? Ouerarchical model shows if our hypotheses

are to be confirmed in a multivariate approach as.w

Model Model 1- Model Model Model Model Model Model Model

0 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Country

Gini Index 1.086" 1.068°  0.993 1.006 0.984 0.977 1.004 1.011
Social contributions 0.969 0.986 0.984 0.983 0.988 0.989 0.982 0983
Share of immigrants 0.970 0978 0976  0.979 0977 0976 0.976° 0.97¢
Homogeneity of immig. comm. 2.346 1.402 0.837 3.14 0.803 0.816 1.182 1.358
Policy: increase immigration 0.740 0.803 0.855 988 0.935 0.887 0.812 0.917
School

Private school 1.160 1.221 1.217 1.213 1.219 1.219
Autonomy (staffing) 0.912 0.881 0.889 0.892 2.88 0.882
Large City 1.011 1.023 1.019 1.018 1.024 1.025
Share of immigrants 0.899 0.874 0.891 0.898 .87 0.872
Range reading achievement 1.007 1.007° 1.007° 1.007" 1.007" 1.007"
Average SES 0.168 0.217" 0.218" 0.218" 0.217" 0.218"
Student

First Generation Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Second Generation 0.727 0.727" 0.727" 0.728" o0.728"
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Socioecon. and cultural status 0.730 0.730" 0.729" 0.730" 0.731"

Girl 0.428"  0.427" 0.427" 0.428" 0.429"

Foreign language 1.449 1.454" 1.455" 1.448"  1.448"

Reading score natives 0.992

Educationally poor natives 1.031

Range of reading score 1.004

GDP per capita 1.003

VPC country . 0.12- o - - - - - -

0 ol o+ 0 + ) 0.201 0194 0.103 0.071 0.068 0.059 0.054 0.066 0.068

VPC school «  0.190- " " " " - o "
: 0.207 0.215 0.143 0.137 0.139 0.140 0.137 0.136

o? u()/(az vt 02u0+n /3) 0.229

McKelvey & Zavoina R2 0.045 0.267 0.325 0.341 43 0.328 0.323

The first model is an empty model without predistarhich allows for a decomposition of
the overall variance across the different levelge $&e that a multilevel model is appropriate
since 20 percent of the overall variance are dudifferences between countries and schools,
respectively. The first five models depicted in #e&gond column include one predictor of the
country level at a time. If the gini index is thelypindependent variable the model estimates a
highly significant positive effect, i.e. the highlre gini index in a country, the higher is the
individual risk of educational poverty. Among théher factors at the country level, only the
social contributions have a significant impact be tisk of educational poverty, both of these
“egality” indicators show effects that confirm olaypothesis, i.e. more income equality and
more redistribution are associated with less incoraguality.

The next model (6) now includes all country leveégictors depicting aggregated “gross”
effects; this means that possible composition ¢gctien effects are not ruled out in this
model. There are only two significant effects: thgher the gini index, the higher is the risk
of educational poverty. If the gini index is corlied for, the effect of re-distribution is no
longer significant. By contrast, the size of themigrant population in a country now turns
significant: the bigger the immigrant populationarcountry, the lower is the individual risk
of poor education. The variance partition coeffitishows that the variance of the country
level is reduced by one half after controlling tbe independent variables at the country
level. Model 7 additionally accounts for school devpredictors. Strikingly, the effect of
income inequality is no longer significant if theesage socioeconomic status of schools and
the range of achievement at schools are contrdtiedThis suggests that countries with a
higher average SES of schools are countries witlelancome inequality. On the other hand,
the risk-reducing effect of re-distributions gasignificance.

Model 8 now controls for composition effects by @aating for relevant factors at the student
and household level. Second generation studentselisas students with a higher socio-
economic status and girls have a lower risk of ¢peducationally poor, whereas students who

mainly speak a foreign language at school have alranst 50 percent higher risk of being
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educationally poor. At the country level, the effarf re-distribution now has become
significant. Once composition is controlled for,nmgrants in a country with higher social
contributions face a lower risk of failing at schodhe same still holds for countries with
bigger immigrant populations. In this model, theiaace at the country level is reduced to
about seven percent. The next four models controflével effects” by including indicators
of overall educational performance and economicdpetvity. The higher the average
achievement of natives, the lower is the risk fomigrants to fail at school. It seems that
overall performance of the educational system rfammded with egality. The effect of re-
distribution is no longer significant, indicatingat countries with a high performance are
countries with strong redistribution. The same bolél one controls for the share of
educationally poor natives, whereas the range biesement as well as GDP do not have
significant effects, accordingly the egality dimiems again gains significance in the last two
models. The pseudo-r2 shows that model 9 and @0the “full” models controlled for system
performance are the best fitted models.

Until now we treated immigrants as one rather hasnegus group, controlling only for
generation status, socioeconomic and cultural backgl and language use. However, theory
and research on immigrant integration have repgagftbwn that “immigrants are not like
immigrants”, meaning that there are significanfetgnces between immigrants coming from
different origins. In our first model we controllédr destination and community effects but
not yet for origin effects. Table 3 gives the résiflanother multilevel model which controls
for origin of immigrants by including dummy variasl for the respective origin regions at the
student level. The sample has become smaller seceformation on origin is not available
for all students, which involves that the numbedesétination countries is reduced to 22. The
empty model (0) gives information about the disttibn of the overall variance across the
different levels. Compared to the bigger sampldé\88& countries only about 10 percent of the

overall variance in educational poverty go backlifterences between destination countries.

Table 3: odds ratios
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Origin

Western Europe Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Middle East & Maghreb 4730 4548 3.089" 2817"
India, Pakistan, Afghanistan 3317 3.229" 2649 2104
Eastern Europe 1.487 1.487 1.353 1.285
Caribbean 7.214 6.636" 4.133" 3.912"
USA 2.646 1.962 2.289 2.018
Africa (Sub-Sahara) 3.673  3.434" 2519 2277
Former Soviet Union 1.536 1.469 1.405 1.252
Former Yugoslavia 2965 2926" 2164" 1.857
South America 4.328 3.458" 2.683°  2.347"
South-East Asia, China 0.553 0.548 0.748 0.468
Southern Europe 2651 2.622" 1.966" 1.618
Country

Gini Index 1.036 0.956 0.967
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Social contributions 1.001 1.004 1.002

Share of immigrants 0.988 0.998 0.994
Homogeneity of immigrants 1.145 0.693 1.020
Policy: increase immigration 1.022 0.909 0.871
School

Private school 0.821 0.899
Autonomy (staffing) 0.786 0.760°
large city 1.008 1.026
Share of immigrants 0.747 0.760
Range reading achivement 1.005 1.005"
Average SES 0.133 0.157"
Student

First generation Ref.
Second generation 0.674
Socioecon. And cultural status 0.828
Girl 0.401"
Foreign language use 1.438

VPC country
02 wol(0? vot+ %0+ 3)

VPC school
. 0.248" 0.249" 0.240" 0.163" 0.153"
o? u()/(Uz vt 02u0+n /3)

McKelvey & Zavoina R2 0.048 0.050 0.244 0.297

0.108° 0.069 0.064° 0.035° 0.031

The first model controls for differences due togorj which reduces the country level
variance by about one third. We see that immigraota the Caribbean have the highest risk
of being educationally poor (when compared with igmants from Western Europe).
Immigrants from the Middle East, Maghreb and SoAitterica have a four times higher risk
of being educationally poor than immigrants from féen Europe. There is no significant
difference between immigrants from Eastern Eurdpe,USA, the former Soviet Union, and
South-East Asia and China and those from Westerogeu Adding the destination country
variables of egality and diversity (model 2) rewenb significant effect and only little more
explained variance. At the school level (modelt8) average socioeconomic status and the
achievement dispersion, as well as the autononstaffing show significant effects, these
factors explain much more variance than origin destination countries alone (McKelvey &
Zavoina R2=0.24). The last model finally contrads Eomposition effects due to student level
characteristics. Compared to the first model somth® origin effects lost significance and
strength. Overall, there are still significant ditnces between different origin groups,
strongly suggesting not to treat immigrants asradgenous category. The destination effects
of egality and diversity do not contribute to thelkained variance, which is probably due to

the substantially smaller sample used for this rhode

Conclusion

Our paper aimed at assessing the structural camfs@mmigrant’s educational poverty.

Previous research has shown that some countrigisielétter structural integration outcomes
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than others. However, in many countries a sigmifigaart of young immigrants is threatened
by an exclusion from societal integration mechasisaa a consequence of poor education.
Educational poverty is not only a result of indivad capabilities and opportunities but it is
shaped by institutions. Until now, a systematiceasmsent of the relationship between host
country institutions and immigrant’s educationatidens is missing. This does not only hold
for the scarce empirical evidence but also for eothtical linkage between specific macro
structures and individual behaviour. We tried tokena first attempt to overcome these
research gaps. Our main focus lied on the impasboio-cultural and institutional effects of
destination countries, controlled for compositioaeiects at the student and school level. We
referred to hypotheses and findings from compagatducational and political economy
research. By building on Esser's SEU-model of inmamgs investment decisions we
assumed that egality as well as diversity of hosintries influence educational decisions of
immigrants. We hypothesised that states with losoime inequality and pronounced re-
distribution provide advantageous opportunities ifomigrants to take the risk of insecure
investments in education. We further supposed thatdegree of diversity in a country
prevents the formation of ethnic boundaries, thefebtering integration.

Our results suggest that national institutions miglaeed trigger these expected effects.
Income inequality seems to increase the risk otational poverty, whereas experience with
immigration measured as the size of the immigramqupation reduces the individual risk of
educational poverty. If individual und school chaesistics are controlled for, the effect of
income inequality loses significance whereas socahtributions as an indicator for
redistribution gain significance (e.g. more redmsttion leads to less educational poverty). If
the average achievement of natives as an indichtgeneral performance of the educational
system is controlled for, the effect of redistribatis no longer significant, suggesting that
high performing countries are also countries wittreredistribution.

Thus, our hypotheses are partly confirmed, thoughdignificance of the macro effects is
low. This means that our approach and our resultsnat yet conclusive. International
comparative multilevel designs often face the problof low case numbers at the highest
level or of insufficient control of relevant facsodue to missing data at the country level. A
further shortcoming is our data base; the PISAeyprovides valuable information allowing
for an international comparison of educational peses. However, since the data is cross-
sectional they do not permit the assessment oalhcawsal effects on educational behaviour.
Furthermore, the survey is not particularly suifed the study of immigrant integration.

Nevertheless, our paper provides valuable hintsfdiother research and proves that the
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societal context of destination countries servesaasame of reference and opportunity
structure that has to be included in the analylsisimigrant integration processes.

Our results also show that research on the interpé&ween welfare state institutions and
immigration and integration processes has to tateaccount the individual level in order to

be able to distinguish the effects of specificitngbns. Considering our results as well as
previous research, it becomes obvious that immigiategration is the result of complex

processes. Even if the multidimensionality of indual social integration seems to be
theoretically undisputed, empirical approaches rofextrapolate from evidence in one

dimension to other dimensions. We see that natioisitutions can have different or even

contrary effects even for one and the same dimar@iontegration. The institutional setting

of liberal welfare states might have positive effean labour market integration but negative
effects on educational or residential integratiemthermore, effects can vary across different
immigrant generations. Our paper corroborates thpgortance of a precise distinction of

varying effects and findings in order to be ablentake reliable statements.
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